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FLOOR AREA:
- 1STFLOOR: 22,141 SQ FT
-2ND FLOOR: 22,141 SQ FT

FLOOR AREA:
- 1STFLOOR: 22,141 SQ FT
-2ND FLOOR: 22,141 SQ FT

BUILDING A
2-STORY OFFICE
(44,282 SQ FT)

BUILDING B
2-STORY OFFICE
(44,282 SQFT)

MAX ALLOWABLEHEIGHT: 32’

EXISTING 3-STORY
OFFICE BUILDING i
(45,429 SQFT) i

$

\—) SAME LOCATION FOR GARAGE

SUMMARY:

Tier 1 Office

Max Allowable Height: 32"

Floor Area / FAR Allowed: 1.75

Open Space: 45’ x 100’ (55% smaller than Proposed)

COURTYARD

Source: Belzberg Architects, November 2020.

Figure VI-1
Alternative 2:Tier 1 (Reduced Height/Density) Development
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Would the alternative result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Construction Impacts

Construction of Alternative 2 would generate fewer air emissions than the project due to the reduction in
new building square footage and excavation. The duration of construction would be shorter due to less
construction and excavation for the subterranean parking. Similar to the project, the peak daily emissions

generated during the construction of Alternative 2 would not exceed any of the regional emission thresholds
recommended by the SCAQMD. Construction of Alternative 2 would be subject to the same regulatory
measures (e.g., SCAQMD rules) as those required for the project. Therefore, construction air pollutant
emissions overall would be incrementally less than those that would occur with the project.

Operation Impacts

Alternative 2 would result in an overall decrease in development compared with the Project. This would
translate into a reduction in the number of weekday net vehicle trips and a reduction in energy use.
Operational regional air quality emissions associated with area sources (e.g., use of consumer products
and maintenance equipment), energy demand (use of natural gas), and mobile sources (motor vehicles)
under Alternative 2 would be less than the project and would not exceed the regional thresholds of
significance set by the SCAQMD.

Like the project, Alternative 2 would not contribute a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of the
pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment. Therefore, impacts to regional air quality would be less
than the project’s less than significant impact.

Would the alternative expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Localized Emissions

Alternative 2 would generate fewer emissions than the project during construction due to the smaller
amount of construction and less excavation. Therefore, as with the proposed project, Alternative 2 would
not exceed any of the identified localized thresholds of significance during construction or operation.
Therefore, impacts related to localized emissions that could affect sensitive receptors would be
incrementally less than the project’s less than significant impact.

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Hotspots

Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would generate operational vehicle trips that would incrementally
increase CO levels at intersections and roadways within one-quarter mile of sensitive receptors. However,
since Alternative 2 would result in less vehicle trips than the proposed project, Alternative 2 would similarly
not exceed the CAAQS standards and would not cause localized CO concentrations.

TACs

Potential TAC generators are associated with specific types of facilities such as dry cleaners, gas stations,
warehouses, and chrome plating facilities, and are the focus of local control efforts. SCAQMD recommends
that operational health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of operational DPM (e.g.,
truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities that generate more than 100 trucks per day or more than
40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile
source diesel emissions. Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would not result in the use, storage, or
processing of carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic TACs. As such, impacts with respect to TACs would be
incrementally less than the proposed project.
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Would the alternative result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

As with the project, construction for Alternative 2 would include the use of architectural coatings and
solvents, which could generate other emissions such as odors. The use of such materials would be
compliant with all applicable SCAQMD Rules, including those addressing odors. Therefore, construction
activities or materials would not create other emissions such as those leading to odors.

Alternative 2 would construct creative and business professional office uses; therefore, similar to the
project, long-term operation of these uses under Alternative 2 would not create other emissions including
those leading to odors. As such, impacts with respect to other emissions adversely affecting a substantial
number of people would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

2) Cultural Resources — Archaeological !

Would the alternative cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

Construction for Alternative 2 would require grading and excavation for a two-level subterranean garage.
Although excavation would be less than what would be required for the project’s three-level subterranean
garage, there is still a similar potential to uncover archaeological resources from site grading. Alternative 2
would be required to implement the same mitigation measure related to the discovery of unknown
archaeological resources as the project. Therefore, impacts would be similar to those of the project and
less than significant with mitigation.

3) Energy

Would the alternative result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation?

During construction of Alternative 2, energy would be consumed in the form of electricity, natural gas, and
transportation fuel. Alternative 2 would require incrementally less energy due to the reduction in new
building square footage and amount of excavation. Like the project, compliance with anti-idling and
emissions regulations would result in a more efficient use of construction-related energy and the
minimization or elimination of wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy. Therefore, construction of
Alternative 2 would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy and would
not increase the need for new energy infrastructure.

During operation, Alternative 2 would consume electricity for multiple purposes, including lighting and the
use of electronics, equipment, and appliances. Natural gas would also be consumed for heating and
cooking. This consumption would be incrementally less as compared to the project’s less than significant
demand due to the reduced amount of building square footage. Alternative 2 would generate fewer
employees due the smaller amount of building square footage, which would incrementally decrease the
use of transportation fuels during operation as compared to the project’s less than significant demand.

Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would support sustainable mobility options by locating office and
commercial/retail uses at an infill location in close proximity to existing off-site commercial, residential, and
retail destinations and in close proximity to several public transit routes, including Metro’'s 26%
Street/Bergamot station for the E Line light rail and a number of BBB lines. The site’s location near transit
in an urban area would result in reduced VMT and increased energy efficiency, as compared to a project

1 Though not a Draft EIR section, the Initial Study identified mitigation for discovery of unknown archaeological resources. As
such, this alternative addresses similar impact and mitigation.
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of similar size and land uses at a location without close and walkable access to off-site destinations and
public transit stops.

Would the alternative conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would not conflict with energy efficiency or conservation plans as the
design would comply with existing energy standards and incorporate features to reduce energy
consumption. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts related to potential conflict with a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency would be similar to the project’s less than significant impact.

4) Geology and Soils?

Would the alternative directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Construction for Alternative 2 would require grading and excavation for a two-level subterranean garage.
Although this excavation would be less than what would be required for the project’s three-level
subterranean garage, there is still a similar potential to uncover paleontological resources from site grading.
Alternative 2 would be required to implement the same mitigation measure as the project related to
discovery of paleontological resources. Therefore, impacts would be similar to those under the project and
less than significant with mitigation.

5) Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the alternative generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would require grading, excavation, and construction that would generate
GHG emissions. However, these emissions would be incrementally less than the project due to the
reduction in excavation (for a two-level as opposed to a three-level subterranean garage) and the reduction
in new building square footage. Alternative 2 would create operational GHG emissions associated with area
sources, mobile sources (motor vehicles), energy, water, and solid waste. However, these operational
emissions would be incrementally less as well. Therefore, impacts from the generation of GHG emissions
under Alternative 2 would be less than under the project’s less than significant.

Would the alternative conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

As with the project, Alternative 2 would strive to attain LEED Platinum certification v4 for BD+C: New
Construction and Major Renovation designation for all buildings on the project site. As required by Santa
Monica code, all new buildings on the site would conform to the City’s Green Building Code, Energy Code,
the City’s Water Neutrality Ordinance and Runoff Conservation and Sustainable Management Ordinance
requirements. The refurbishment of Building C would comply with the applicable State and City codes.
Some of the other key sustainability features would include photovoltaic panels on the roofs of the three
buildings, LED lighting; no use of cooling towers to minimize water usage; renewable energy health and
wellness initiatives (Fitwel certification); harvesting of storm-water, carbon neutral operations; 15%
embodied carbon reduction, electrical vehicle (EV) charging stations; all electric core and shell; low-water
drought tolerant landscape plant palette; and a smoke-free campus. The project site is designated as BVT
in the BAP. The BVT designation allows for the creation of a vibrant concentration of retail and services,
multi-family housing and creative employment and community gathering spaces, especially in proximity to

2 Though not a Draft EIR section, the Initial Study identified mitigation for discovery of unknown paleontological resources. As
such, this alternative addresses similar impact and mitigation.
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transit. A mix of 60 percent commercial and 40 percent residential use is established as the target for new
development. The permitted densities for the BVT were determined so as to achieve a scale that is
consistent with the community vision for a pedestrian-oriented district that provides high quality open
spaces, and that is oriented to and accessible by transit. Alternative 2 would be located within walking
distance (0.15 mile south) of the 26"/Bergamot Metro Line E Light Rail Station. In addition, Alternative 2 would
expand office and commercial employment uses in the City to maximize walking and active transportation
modes to get to work in the City. Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would be consistent with the LUCE and
BAP goals and policies addressing sustainability. Although Alternative 2 would result in development on the
site with a FAR of 1.52, which is less than the project FAR of 1.99, Alternative 2 would still expand office and
commercial employment near transit and would therefore, meet the LUCE goals and policies related to
sustainability.

6) Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Would the alternative create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Similar to the project, construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would involve refurbishing the
existing site building, earthmoving activities associated with excavation and grading for the subsurface
parking levels, and transporting and disposing construction debris/wastes, as well as excavated soil. Such
activities have the potential to result in the release of hazardous materials into the environment should
these demolished site improvements and soil contain hazardous materials or if excavated soil contain
elevated concentrations of metals, including copper, lead, and zinc, that exceeds California hazardous
waste threshold limits. Additionally, construction activities also involve the use of potentially hazardous
materials, including vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids required for operation and maintenance of
equipment. Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would be required to implement the same mitigation measure
as the project including preparing and complying with a Soil Management Plan. Similar to the project,
operation of Alternative 2 would not include any uses that generated hazardous materials or waste. Only
routine cleaning supplies used in compliance with existing regulations would be used on site. Therefore,
impacts during construction and operation would be similar to those under the project and less than
significant with mitigation.

Would the alternative emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would be located within 0.25-mile of Bright Horizons Children’s Center,
Evergreen Community School, and Hill & Dale Discover Center Preschool. However, all potentially
hazardous materials for construction and operation would be used, stored, and disposed of in accordance
with manufacturers’ specifications and in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
Additionally, as discussed above, Alternative 2 would be required to implement the same mitigation
measure as the project during construction. Therefore, impacts during construction and operation to nearby
schools would be the same as under the project and less than significant with mitigation.

Would the alternative be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

Alternative 2 would be located on the same site as the project. Alternative 2 would not exacerbate any
current environmental conditions so as to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. As
such, impacts related to the project site’s inclusion on lists of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to California Government Code Section 65962.5 would be the same as the project and less than significant.
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7) Land Use/Planning

Would the alternative cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Like the project, Alternative 2 would be consistent with SCAG’s RTP/SCS by implementing goals and
policies of SCAG’s RTP/SCS related to encouraging development in transit rich areas. Alternative 2 would
be consistent with policies in the LUCE related to focusing new commercial development near the Expo
LRT, creating active and context sensitive spaces, and reducing Citywide vehicle miles traveled. Alternative
2 would also serve to reinforce many of the goals and objectives of the BAP, which include encouraging a
lively, active Bergamot Transit Village district with well-designed development, pedestrian-oriented
designed ground floors, and appropriately scaled buildings.

However, Alternative 2 would result in development on the site with a FAR of 1.52, which is less than the
project FAR of 1.99. This lower FAR would not expand office and commercial employment near transit to
the extent that the project would; therefore, Alternative 2 would not as strongly meet the LUCE goals and
policies related to transit-oriented development in the BVT as the project. Nonetheless, impacts would be
less than significant.

8) Noise

Would the alternative result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Construction

Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would refurbish the existing office building and demolish the surface
parking lot for the construction of two new office buildings. Alternative 2 would create construction noise
associated with the use of heavy equipment for demolition, excavation, grading, and building construction
that would generate noise. Noise would also be generated from haul trucks, the operation of smaller power
tools, generators, and other equipment. Construction noise levels for Alternative 2 at all sensitive receptor
locations would be similar to those of the project as the type of construction equipment and peak daily
activities would be similar. However, the duration of construction for Alternative 2 would be shorter than the
project due to less construction and excavation for the subterranean parking; and as such, sensitive
receptors would be exposed to temporary construction noise for a shorter duration of time. Therefore,
overall construction noise would be incrementally less than under the project’s less than significant impact.

Operation

Alternative 2 proposes the same types of office uses as the project. However, Alternative 2 would result in
fewer employees on site due to the reduced amount of square footage. Therefore, vehicular related
operational noise impact from Alternative 2 would be less than the project’s less than significant impact.
Similar to the project, on-site noise sources associated with the operations would consist primarily of
HVAC/mechanical systems and parking structure-related noise. Like the project, parking would be located
in a subterranean garage. Therefore, impacts to ambient noise from operations would be similar to the
project and less than significant. Overall, ambient noise from Alternative 2 would be incrementally less than
the project.

Would the alternative result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

Similar to the project, construction of Alternative 2 would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition,
excavation, and building construction. These activities would generate temporary increases of ground-
borne vibration. Alternative 2 would require less excavation than the project as the garage would be two-
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levels as opposed to the project’s three-level subterranean garage. Additionally, Alternative 2 would require
less construction as the overall new building square footage is less. Therefore, the duration of ground-borne
vibration or ground-borne noise levels for Alternative 2 would be incrementally less than for the project.
However, daily construction vibration levels for Alternative 2 would be similar to the project since the
quantity and type of equipment used on a daily basis would be similar.

9) Transportation

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs addressing the circulation system,
including transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would be consistent with the LUCE goals and policies addressing
transportation. Alternative 2 would be locate office and commercial uses within walking distance (0.15 mile
south) of the 26"/Bergamot Metro Line E Light Rail Station, enhancing transit use and supporting mobility
options in the City. In addition, Alternative 2 would also implement sidewalk improvements connecting to
ground-level open space (courtyard), and therefore, would be consistent with LUCE and BAP policies to
create a pedestrian friendly environment and new pedestrian/bicycle connections. Similar to the project,
Alternative 2 would include bicycle amenities, including the required number of bicycle parking spaces,
showers, and lockers, and implement a TDM plan that encourage sustainable mobility options and reduce
Citywide VMT per capita. This impact would be the same as under the project.

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Alternative 2 was reviewed against the City’s VMT screening criteria system to determine if a VMT analysis
would be required. Based on a review of Alternative 2 against the City’'s VMT screening criteria, Alternative 2
would have a less than significant impact on VMT:

» Alternative 2’s proposed retail space is less than 50,000 sf (Tier 1 screening criteria) and therefore
would have a less than significant VMT impact and screened out from further VMT analysis.

e Alternative 2’'s commercial office floor area would be greater than 50,000 sf (Tier 1 screening
criteria) but would be located approximately 0.15 miles from the 26" Street/Bergamot Metro Light
Rail Station and would not provide more parking than required by Code (Tier 3 screening criteria).
Therefore, Alternative 2 would have a less than significant VMT impact and further VMT analysis is
not required for this alternative.

This less than significant impact would be greater than those under the project since there is less density; with
less density, Citywide VMT per capita would not be reduced to the same extent as the project.

10) Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the alternative cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?
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Alternative 2 would be located on the same site as the project, a former clay pit. There are no known tribal
cultural resources on the site. The potential to discover unknown tribal cultural resources is the same as
under the project and there would be no impact.

iii) Relationship to Project Objectives

This alternative would meet the underlying purpose of the Project since Alternative 2 would provide new
office uses in the Bergamot Plan area. However, with the reduction in development and changes to the site
plan that would occur, Alternative 2 would not meet the following project objectives, to the same degree as
the project:

e Although Alternative 2 would develop an underutilized site with a well-designed and financially
feasible commercial project that is consistent with the character and operational characteristics of
surrounding commercial uses, it would not promote the City’s economic well-being, increase the
local tax base, and foster the continued evolution of an active, pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use
district to the same extent as the project due to the reduction in development.

e Similar to the project, Alternative 2 would ensure a financially feasible project that promotes the
City’s economic well-being, increases the local tax base, and fosters the continued evolution of an
active, pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use district.

e Although Alternative 2 would strategically concentrate new commercial development and facilitate
employment centers at a location that capitalizes on existing and future infrastructure and services,
including being in close proximity to the 26™ Street/Bergamot Metro E Light Rail Station, there would
be less employment due to the reduction in office development.

e Although Alternative 2 would support the growth and expansion of creative arts, entertainment and
related uses in the City of Santa Monica that enhance the economic vitality of the Bergamot Plan
area, it would do so to a lesser extent since there would be less office square footage and less
employment.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would activate the 26" Street and Pennsylvania
Avenue street frontages through the construction of streetscape improvements and a perimeter
and interior landscaping program that enhances the visual appearance and urban character of the
Bergamot Plan area.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would facilitate safe and convenient pedestrian and
bike travel and access to and from the 26" Street/Bergamot Metro E Light Rail Station.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would support the City’s sustainability goals through
the refurbishment of an existing office building to reduce consumption of raw materials, material
production and the resulting carbon impact . Additionally, Alternative 2 would utilize sustainable
building and site design features and construction practices, including mass timber construction
and all-electric design for building core and shell, to provide a high-performance and
environmentally efficient commercial project that would seek a Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED)® certification of Platinum.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would provide community and project benefits
consistent with the City’s Land Use and Circulation Element, including open space opportunities
for employees and visitors, transportation demand management, high-quality architectural design,
sustainability, payment of a transportation infrastructure fee and enhanced pedestrian environment.

iv) Reduction of Project Impacts

A comparison of the impact of each of the alternatives to the project is summarized in Table VI-6 (Summary
of Alternatives’ Impacts). All project impacts are less than significant with mitigation and the project would
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not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternative 2 would result in similar less than
significant impacts with mitigation and would not reduce any impacts.

However, Alternative 2 would result in development on the site with a FAR of 1.52, which is less than the
project FAR of 1.99. This lower FAR would not expand office and commercial employment near transit to
the extent that the project would; therefore, Alternative 2 would not as strongly meet the LUCE goals and
policies related to transit-oriented development in the BVT, including expanding employment uses in the
City that would help to reduce Citywide VMT to the same extent as the project.

C. Alternative 3: Tier 3 Development (Increased Height/Density)
i) Description

Alternative 3 assumes development of the project at a Tier 3 height and density, which would be greater
than the project. As is the case with the project, Alternative 3 would retain the existing 45,429 sf office
building and construct two new buildings for office use with some ground floor active retail/restaurant use
in a similar layout as the project.

Under the City’s Bergamot Area Plan, the Tier 3 standards allow a maximum building height of 80 feet and
2.75 FAR for a parcel less than 100,000 sf. Based on the total project site size of approximately 87,651 sf,
the maximum Tier 3 FAR is approximately 241,040 sf. With consideration to the adaptive reuse of the
existing 45,429 office building as well as building modulation and open space requirements, Alternative 3
would result in two new office buildings providing a net new of 175,557 sf. The total floor area when
considering the existing office building would be 220,986 sf (2.52 FAR), or 27 percent greater than the
project.

Under Alternative 3:
e Existing office building would remain with minimized exterior window line modifications.

e Two new 5-story buildings A and B would be constructed with a larger building footprint and
increased height of 75 feet.

e Similar to the project, for Building B may include Active Use Areas (retail/restaurant) on the ground
floor (up to 5,376 sf) fronting Pennsylvania Avenue.

e Open Space would be reduced to 25 percent (21,913 sf) as compared to the project’'s 33 percent
(28,976 sf), significantly reducing the size of the central courtyard space.

¢ Employment ratio would be similar to the project at 4 employees/1000 sf for office with a total of
884 employees.

e Parking would be provided within a four-level subterranean garage as compared to three under the
project, and therefore, excavation would be greater.

e Access to the garage would be same as the project, provided along Pennsylvania Avenue.

Table VI-4, Alternative 3 (Tier 3 Development) Components, provides a breakdown of the existing and
proposed on-site uses under this alternative. Figure VI-2, Alternative 3, Tier 3 (Increased Height/Density)
Development, presents the schematic design for this alternative.

Table VI-4
Alternative 3 (Tier 3) Components
Building Components Building A Building Building Total
B ca
Creative Office/General Office Floor | 87,778 sf 87,778 sf | 45,429 sf 220,986 sf
Area
Net New Square Footage 175,557 sf
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Table VI-4
Alternative 3 (Tier 3) Components
Building Components Building A Building Building Total
B ca

Stories 5 5 3 N/A
Height 75 feet 75 feet 40 feet N/A
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
BTV Tier 1 Allowable FAR 2.75
Max. Allowable FAR (87,651 sf x 1.75) 241,040 sf
Proposed Floor Area 220,986 sf
Proposed FAR 2.52
Open Space
Min. Required per BAP (% of Site) 25%
Proposed Open Space 25%

(21,913 sf)
Vehicle Parking
Existing Parking to be Relocated 50 spaces
Required Parking for Commercial 441spaces
Total Parking Provided 401spaces
(4 level subterranean garage)
NOTES:
BTV = Bergamot Transit Village
BAP = Bergamot Area Plan
a = Existing Building to Remain
b = If not developed for office space, up to 5,376 sf of ground floor space could alternatively be utilized for active

retail/restaurant.
ii) Impact Discussion

1) Air Quality

Would the alternative conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Alternative 3 would construct a greater amount of new building square footage than the project. Therefore,
construction of Alternative 3 would generate incrementally more air emissions than the project. As with the
project, Alternative 3 would not result in construction air quality emissions that exceed the SCAQMD
thresholds of significance. Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would be consistent with the Bergamot Transit
Village land use designation on the site. Alternative 3 would not exceed the assumptions utilized in
preparing the AQMP and would not obstruct implementation of the AQMP. As Alternative 3 would generate
slightly greater emissions than the project, impacts with respect to regional plans and AQMP consistency
would be incrementally greater.

Would the alternative result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Construction Impacts

As shown in Table VI-1 above, the project proposes 129,256 net SF of new development and Alternative 3
proposes 175,557 net SF of new development. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be approximately 36 percent
larger than the proposed project. Construction of Alternative 3 would generate greater air emissions than
the project due to the increase in new building square footage and increase in excavation. The duration of
construction would be greater due to increased construction and excavation for the subterranean parking.
Although the duration of construction/excavation would be greater, the peak daily emissions generated
during the construction of Alternative 3 are expected to be similar as the footprint is the same, will use a
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BUILDING A
5-STORY OFFICE
(87,778 SQFT)

FLOOR AREA:

- 1ST FLOOR: 20,000 SQ FT
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BUILDING B
5-STORY OFFICE
(87,778 SQFT)

MAX ALLOWABLE HEIGHT: 75" /‘

EXISTING 3-STORY
OFFICE BUILDING
.. (45,429 SQ FT)

' SUMMARY:

7 Tier 3 Office

Max Allowable Height: 75’ (25% taller than Proposed)
Floor Area / FAR Allowed: 2.75

Open Space: 67’ x 105’ (30% smaller than Proposed)

Source: Belzberg Architects, November 2020.
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similar amount of equipment, and the peak daily construction activities would be similar. Using the
emissions generated by the construction of the proposed project as a basis for the emissions calculations
for Alternative 3, a 36 percent increase over building construction emissions would produce daily emissions
of approximately: 47.46 Ibs of ROG (VOC), 29.86 Ibs of NOx, 36.4 Ibs of CO, 0.08 Ibs of SOz, 3.64 Ibs of
PM-10 and 1.78 Ibs of PM-2.5 (overlapping the emissions of building construction and architectural coating),
none of which would exceed SCAQMD mass daily regional construction thresholds. Based on a 36 percent
increase, the daily local on-site construction emissions for Alternative 3 are as follows for building
construction: 18.27 Ibs NOx, 20.72 Ibs CO, 0.88 Ibs PM-10 and 0.84 Ibs PM-2.5. For architectural coating,
the daily local emissions for Alternative 3 would be 4.97 Ibs NOx, 7.37 Ibs CO, 0.24 Ibs PM-10 and 0.24 Ibs
PM-2.5, none of which would exceed LSTs at the closest receptor locations.

Therefore, Alternative 3 would not exceed any of the regional or local emissions thresholds recommended
by the SCAQMD. Construction of Alternative 3 would be subject to the same regulatory measures (e.g.,
SCAQMD rules) as those required for the project. Therefore, construction air pollutant emissions overall
would be incrementally greater than those that would occur with the project but still less than significant.

Operation Impacts

As shown above, Alternative 3 would construct a greater amount of development than the project.
Therefore, Alternative 3 would be approximately 36 percent larger than the proposed Project and would be
anticipated to generate approximately 36 percent more operational emissions.

For the operation of Alternative 3, using a 36 percent increase over the proposed Project’s operational
emissions, Alternative 3 would generate daily operational emissions of 7.61 Ibs ROG (VOC), 15.11 Ibs NOx,
42.351bs CO, 0.16 Ibs SOz, 14.18 Ibs PM-10 and 3.92 Ibs PM-2.5. Therefore, although operational regional
air quality emissions associated with area sources (e.g., use of consumer products and maintenance
equipment), energy demand (use of natural gas), and mobile sources (motor vehicles) under Alternative 3
would be greater than the project, emissions are not anticipated to exceed any SCAQMD thresholds.

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would not contribute a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions
of the pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment. Due to the increase in new building square footage
and associated vehicular trips, impacts to regional air quality would be incrementally greater than the
Project’s less than significant impact; however, the impacts are still anticipated to remain less than
significant.

Would the alternative expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Localized Emissions

Alternative 3 would generate greater emissions than the project during construction due to the increased
amount of construction and excavation. However, as detailed above, Alternative 3 would not exceed any
of the identified localized thresholds of significance during construction or operation. These impacts would
be only incrementally larger than the project’s less than significant impact, due to the greater amount of
new building square footage and, like the project, will still remain less than significant

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Hotspots

Alternative 3 would result in an overall increase in development compared with the Project. This would
translate into an increase in the number of weekday net vehicle trips and incremental increase in CO
emissions. However, CO concentrations in SRA 2 are substantially below the state standards for 1-hour
(20 ppm) and 8-hour (9 ppm), and CO concentrations in SRA 2 are substantially below the federal standards
for 1-hour (35 ppm) and 8-hour (9 ppm). Therefore, even with a 36 percent increase in emissions, similar
to the project, Alternative 3 would not cause localized CO concentrations.
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TACs

Potential TAC generators are associated with specific types of facilities such as dry cleaners, gas stations,
warehouses, and chrome plating facilities, and are the focus of local control efforts. SCAQMD recommends
that operational health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of operational DPM (e.g.,
truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities that generate more than 100 trucks per day or more than
40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile
source diesel emissions. Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would not include the operation of any land
uses routinely involving warehouse and transfer facilities. Additionally, Alternative 3 would not result in the
use, storage, or processing of carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic TACs. Overall, impacts with respect to
TACs would be similar to the proposed project as neither the project nor Alternative 3 propose uses that
would generate TACs.

Would the alternative result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

Similar to the project, construction for Alternative 3 would include the use of architectural coatings and
solvents which could result in other emissions such as odors. The use of such materials would be compliant
with all applicable SCAQMD Rules addressing odors. Therefore, construction activities or materials would
not result in other emissions such as those leading to odors.

Alternative 3 would construct creative and business professional office uses; therefore, similar to the
project, long-term operation of these uses under Alternative 3 would not result in other emissions (such as
those leading to odors). As such, impacts with respect to other emissions (such as odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

2) Cultural Resources — Archaeological®

Would the alternative cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5??

Construction for Alternative 3 would require grading and excavation for a four-level subterranean garage.
Although this excavation would be greater than what would be required for the project’s three-level
subterranean garage, there is still a similar potential to uncover archaeological resources from site grading.
Alternative 3 would be required to implement the same mitigation measure related to the discovery of
unknown archaeological resources as the project. Therefore, impacts would be similar to those under the
project and less than significant with mitigation.

3) Energy

Would the alternative result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation?

During construction of Alternative 3, energy would be consumed in the form of electricity, natural gas, and
transportation fuel. Alternative 3 would consume incrementally more energy due to the increased
construction of new building square footage and greater amount of excavation. Similar to the project,
compliance with anti-idling and emissions regulations during construction would result in a more efficient
use of construction-related energy and the minimization or elimination of wasteful and unnecessary
consumption of energy. Therefore, construction of Alternative 3 would not result in the wasteful, inefficient,
and unnecessary consumption of energy and would not increase the need for new energy infrastructure.

3 Though not a Draft EIR section, the Initial Study identified mitigation for discovery of unknown archaeological

resources. As such, this alternative addresses similar impact and mitigation.
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During operation, Alternative 3 would consume electricity for multiple purposes, including lighting and the
use of electronics, equipment, and appliances. Consumption of natural gas would occur for heating and
cooking. Energy consumption would be incrementally greater due to the increased amount of building
square footage as compared to the project. Alternative 3 would generate more employees due the larger
amount of building square footage, which would incrementally increase the use of transportation fuels
during operation as compared to the project’s less than significant demand.

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would support sustainable mobility options by locating office and
commercial/retail uses at an infill location in close proximity to existing off-site commercial, residential, and
retail destinations and in close proximity to several public transit routes, including the 26™ Street/Bergamot
Metro Line E Light Rail Station and a number of BBB lines. The site’s proximity to transit would result in
reduced VMT and increased land use/transportation energy efficiency, as compared to a project of similar
size and land uses at a location without close and walkable access to off-site destinations and public transit
stops.

Would the alternative conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would not conflict with energy efficiency or renewable energy plans as
the design would comply with existing energy standards include the City’s Energy Reach Code and Green
Building Code. Alternative 3 would also incorporate features to reduce energy consumption. Therefore,
Alternative 3 impacts related to potential conflict with a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency would be similar to the project’s less than significant impact.

4) Geology and Soils*

Would the alternative directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Construction for Alternative 3 would require grading and excavation for a four-level subterranean garage.
Although this excavation would be greater than what would be required for the project’s three-level
subterranean garage, there is still a similar potential to uncover paleontological resources from site grading.
Alternative 3 would be required to implement the same mitigation measure as the project related to
discovery of paleontological resources. Therefore, impacts would be similar to the project and less than
significant with mitigation.

5) Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the alternative generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would require grading, excavation, and construction that would generate
GHG emissions. However, these emissions would be incrementally greater than the project due to the
increase in excavation (for a four-level as opposed to a three-level subterranean garage) and the increase
in new building square footage. Alternative 3 would create operational GHG emissions associated with area
sources, mobile sources (motor vehicles), energy, water, and solid waste. These operational emissions
would be incrementally more as well. Therefore, impacts from the generation of GHG emissions under
Alternative 3 would be slightly greater than under the project’s less than significant.

4 Though not a Draft EIR section, the Initial Study identified mitigation for discovery of unknown paleontological resources. As
such, this alternative addresses similar impact and mitigation
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Would the alternative conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHG?

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would strive to attain LEED Platinum certification v4 for BD+C: New
Construction and Major Renovation designation for all buildings on the project site. As required by Santa
Monica code, all new buildings on the site would conform to the City’s Green Building Code, Energy Code,
the City’s Water Neutrality Ordinance and Runoff Conservation and Sustainable Management Ordinance
requirements. The refurbishment of Building C would comply with the applicable State and City codes.
Some of the other key sustainability features would include photovoltaic panels on the roofs of the three
buildings, LED lighting; no use of cooling towers to minimize water usage; renewable energy health and
wellness initiatives (Fitwel certification); harvesting of storm-water, carbon neutral operations; 15 percent
embodied carbon reduction, electrical vehicle (EV) charging stations; all electric core and shell; low-water
drought tolerant landscape plant palette; and a smoke-free campus. The project site is designated as BVT
in the BAP. The BVT designation allows for the creation of a vibrant concentration of retail and services,
multi-family housing and creative employment and community gathering spaces, especially in proximity to
transit. A mix of 60 percent commercial and 40 percent residential use is established as the target for new
development. The permitted densities for the BVT were determined so as to achieve a scale that is
consistent with the community vision for a pedestrian-oriented district that provides high quality open
spaces, and that is oriented to and accessible by transit. Alternative 3 would be located within walking
distance (0.15 mile south) of the 26™/Bergamot Metro Line E Light Rail Station. In addition, Alternative 3 would
expand office and commercial employment uses in the City to maximize walking and active transportation
modes to get to work in the City. Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would be consistent with the LUCE and
BAP goals and policies addressing sustainability. Alternative 3 would result in development on the site with a
FAR of 2.52, which is more than the project FAR of 1.99. Therefore, Alternative 3 would expand office and
commercial employment near transit and would therefore, meet the LUCE goals and policies related to
sustainability.

6) Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Would the alternative create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Similar to the project, construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would involve the refurbishing the
existing site building, earthmoving activities associated with excavation and grading for the subsurface
parking levels, and transporting and disposing construction debris/waste, as well as excavated soil. Such
activities have the potential to result in the release of hazardous materials into the environment should
these demolished site improvements and soil contain hazardous materials or if excavated soil contain
elevated concentrations of metals, including copper, lead, and zinc, that exceeds California hazardous
waste threshold limits. Additionally, construction activities also involve the use of potentially hazardous
materials, including vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids required for operation and maintenance of
equipment. Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would be required to implement the same mitigation measure
as the project including preparing and complying with a Soil Management Plan. Similar to the project,
operation of Alternative 3 would not include any uses that generated hazardous materials or waste. Only
routine cleaning supplies used in compliance with existing regulations would be used on site. Therefore,
impacts during construction and operation would be similar to those under the project and less than
significant with mitigation.

Would the alternative emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would be located within 0.25-mile of Bright Horizons Children’s Center,
Evergreen Community School, and Hill & Dale Discover Center Preschool. However, all potentially
hazardous materials for construction and operation would be used, stored, and disposed of in accordance
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with manufacturers’ specifications and in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
Additionally, as discussed above, Alternative 3 would be required to implement the same mitigation
measure as the project during construction. Therefore, impacts during construction and operation to nearby
schools would be similar to those under the project and less than significant with mitigation.

Would the alternative be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

Alternative 3 would be located on the same site as the project. Alternative 3 would not exacerbate any
current environmental conditions so as to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. As
such, impacts related to the project site’s inclusion on lists of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to California Government Code Section 65962.5 would be the same as the project and less than significant.

7) Land Use/Planning

Would the alternative cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would be consistent with SCAG’s RTP/SCS by implementing goals and
policies of SCAG’s RTP/SCS related to developing new uses in transit rich areas. Alternative 3 would be
consistent with policies in the LUCE to locate commercial uses in proximity to the Metro E Light Rail, create
active and context sensitive development, and reduce City vehicle miles traveled. Alternative 3 would
reinforce many of the goals and objectives of the BAP, which include encouraging a lively, active Bergamot
Transit Village district with well-designed development, pedestrian-oriented designed ground floors, and
appropriately scaled buildings.

Alternative 3 would result in development on the site with a FAR of 2.52, which is greater than the project
FAR of 1.99. This increased FAR would be consistent with the BAP’s Tier 3 standards, expand office and
commercial employment near transit to a greater extent than the project, and would also provide community
benefits. In general, land use impact under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed project.

8) Noise

Would the alternative result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Construction

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would refurbish the existing office building and demolish the surface
parking lot for the construction of new buildings. Alternative 3 would create construction noise associated
with the use of heavy equipment for demolition, excavation, grading, and building construction. Noise would
also be generated from haul trucks, the operation of smaller power tools, generators, and other equipment.
Peak daily construction noise levels for Alternative 3 at all sensitive receptor locations would be similar to
those of the project as the type of construction equipment and peak daily construction activities would be
similar. However, the duration of construction for Alternative 3 would be greater than the project due to
increased square footage and greater excavation for the subterranean parking. As such, sensitive receptors
would be exposed to temporary construction noise for a longer duration of time. Therefore, overall
construction noise would be incrementally greater than under the project but still less than significant.

Operation

Alternative 3 proposes the same types of office/creative office uses as the project. However, Alternative 3
would result in more employees on-site due to the larger amount of square footage. Therefore, vehicular-
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related operational noise levels from Alternative 3 would be incrementally greater than the project’s less
than significant impact due to the increase in site population and activities. Similar to the project, on-site
noise sources associated with operation would consist primarily of HYAC/mechanical systems and parking
structure-related noise. Like the project, parking would be located in a subterranean garage. Therefore,
impacts to ambient noise from operations would be similar to the project and less than significant. Overall,
ambient noise from Alternative 3 would be incrementally greater than the project due to the increase in
vehicular noise levels.

Would the alternative result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

Similar to the project, construction of Alternative 3 would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition,
excavation, and building construction that would generate temporary increases of ground-borne vibration.
Alternative 3 would require more excavation than the project as the garage would be four-levels as opposed
to the project’s three-level subterranean garage. Additionally, Alternative 3 would require more construction
as the overall new building square footage would be greater. However, daily construction vibration levels
for Alternative 3 would be similar to the project since the quantity and type of equipment used on a daily
basis would be similar. Therefore, ground-borne vibration levels for Alternative 3 would be incrementally
greater than for the project, but still less than significant.

9) Transportation

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs addressing the circulation system,
including transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Similar to the project, Alternative 3 would be consistent with the LUCE goals and policies addressing
transportation and circulation. Alternative 3 would locate new office and commercial uses within walking
distance (0.15 mile south) of the 26"/Bergamot Metro Line E Light Rail Station, enhancing transit use and
supporting mobility options in the City. In addition, Alternative 3 would also implement sidewalk improvements
connecting to ground-level open space (courtyard), and therefore, would be consistent with LUCE and BAP
policies to create a pedestrian friendly environment and new pedestrian/bicycle connections. Similar to the
project, Alternative 3 would provide bicycle amenities, including the required number of bicycle parking
spaces, showers, and lockers, and implement a TDM plan that encourage sustainable mobility options and
reduce Citywide VMT per capita. As such, impacts related to circulation policies, plans, or programs would
be less than significant and similar to the project.

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Alternative 3 would include approximately 175,557 sf of new office/creative office, of which 5,376 sf could be
used for retail/restaurant space. Based on a review of Alternative 3 against the City’s VMT screening criteria,
Alternative 3 would have a less than significant impact on VMT:

o Alternative 3's retail space would be less than 50,000 sf (Tier 1 screening criteria) and therefore would
have a less than significant VMT impact and screened out from further VMT analysis.

e Alternative 3's commercial office floor area would be greater than 50,000 sf (Tier 1 screening criteria)
but is located 0.15 mile from the 26" Street/Bergamot Station Metro Line E Light Rail Station (Tier 2
screening criteria) and would not provide more parking than required by Code (Tier 3 screening
criteria). Therefore, this alternative would be considered to have a less than significant VMT impact
and further VMT analysis is not required for this alternative.

10) Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the alternative cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
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geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?

Alternative 3 would be located on the same site as the project, a former clay pit. There are no known tribal
cultural resources on the site. The potential to discover unknown tribal cultural resources is the same as
under the project and there would be no impact.

iii) Relationship to Project Objectives

This alternative would meet the underlying purpose of the Project since Alternative 3 would provide new
office uses in the Bergamot Plan area. With the increase in development and changes to the site plan that
would occur, Alternative 3 would meet the following project objectives:

e Although Alternative 3 would develop an underutilized site with a well-designed and financially
feasible commercial project that is consistent with the character and operational characteristics of
surrounding commercial uses, it would result in greater impacts to air quality and noise due to the
increase in development square footage. Additionally, Alternative 3 would require more site
dewatering due to the increased excavation required for deeper subterranean parking; therefore,
potentially creating greater impacts to area groundwater.

o Due to the depth of groundwater on the site, Alternative 3 would require more dewatering and may
not be a financially feasible project.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would strategically concentrate new commercial
development and facilitate employment centers at a location that capitalizes on existing and future
infrastructure and services, including being in close proximity to the 26™ Street/Bergamot Metro E
Light Rail Station, there would be less employment due to the reduction in office development.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would support the growth and expansion of creative
arts, entertainment and related uses in the City of Santa Monica that enhance the economic vitality
of the Bergamot Plan area, it would do so to a lesser extent since there would be less office square
footage and less employment.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would activate the 26" Street and Pennsylvania
Avenue street frontages through the construction of streetscape improvements and a perimeter
and interior landscaping program that enhances the visual appearance and urban character of the
Bergamot Plan area.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would facilitate safe and convenient pedestrian and
bike travel and access to and from the 26" Street/Bergamot Metro E Light Rail Station.

e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would support the City’s sustainability goals through
the refurbishment of an existing office building to reduce consumption of raw materials, material
production and the resulting carbon impact . Additionally, Alternative 3would utilize sustainable
building and site design features and construction practices, including mass timber construction
and all-electric design for building core and shell, to provide a high-performance and
environmentally efficient commercial project that would seek a Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED)® certification of Platinum. However, construction of Alternative 3
would require more energy and generate more air and GHG emissions.
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e Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would provide community and project benefits
consistent with the City’s Land Use and Circulation Element, including open space opportunities
for employees and visitors, transportation demand management, high-quality architectural design,
sustainability, payment of a transportation infrastructure fee and enhanced pedestrian environment.

iv) Reduction of Significant Project Impacts

A comparison of the impact of each of the alternatives to the project is summarized in Table VI-6 (Summary
of Alternatives’ Impacts). As indicated, all project impacts would be less than significant with mitigation and
the project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts. Although Alternative 3 would
increase development on the site, Alternative 3 would also result in less than significant impacts with
mitigation.

Alternative 3 would result in increased office uses on the site; therefore, Alternative 3 would meet the LUCE
and BAP goals and policies related to transit-oriented development in the BTV to a greater extent than the
project, including expanding employment uses in the City that would help to reduce citywide VMT. However,
with the increase in development, Alternative 3 would result in incrementally greater air quality and noise
impacts. Furthermore, the construction of a four-level subterranean parking garage would encounter the
groundwater table, requiring dewatering during construction and potentially during operation.
Hydrology/water quality impacts would likely be greater.

D. Alternative 4: Mixed-Use Office & Residential
i) Description

Alternative 4 assumes development of a mixed-use office and residential project at a Tier 2 height and
density, equivalent to the project. Alternative 4 would retain the existing 45,429 sf office building and
construct a new 4-story residential building with some ground floor active retail/restaurant use to the east
of the office building. Because this alternative is conceptual for the purposes of the EIR, the exact layout
and structural configuration of the proposed development is not determined. However, it is envisioned that
the residential building would be oriented with an active restaurant/retail frontage along Pennsylvania
Avenue.

Under the City’s Bergamot Area Plan, the Tier 2 standards allow a maximum building height of 60 feet and
2.00 FAR for a parcel less than 100,000 sf. Based on the total project site size of approximately 87,651 sf,
the maximum Tier 2 FAR is approximately 175,302 sf. With consideration to the adaptive reuse of the
existing 45,429 office building as well as building modulation and open space requirements, Alternative 4
would result in a new residential building providing a net new of 129,256 sf. The total floor area when
considering the existing office building would be 174,685 sf (2.0 FAR).

Under Alternative 4:
e The existing office building would remain as office with employment being the same.
e The new 4 story residential building would include 107 new residential units consisting of 96 market-
rate (13 studio, 42 one-bedroom, 25 two-bedroom, and 16 three-bedroom units) and 11 affordable
units (all two-bedrooms).

e Open Space would be the same as the project at 33 percent (28,976 sf).

e Similar to the project, parking would be provided within a three-level subterranean garage that
would be located beneath the new building.

e Access to the garage would be same as the project, provided from Pennsylvania Avenue.
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Table VI-5, Alternative 4 (Mixed-Use Office & Residential) Components, provides a breakdown of the
existing and proposed on-site uses under this alternative. Figure VI-3, Alternative 4, Mixed Use Office &
Residential, presents the schematic design for this alternative.

Table VI-5

Alternative 4 (Mixed Use Office & Residential) Components

Building Components Building A Building Building Total
B ca
Creative Office/General Office Floor — 45,429 45,429 sf
Area
Residential/Active Retail Floor Area 129,873 129,256
Net New Square Footage 129,2565sf
Stories 4 — 3 N/A
Height 60 feet — 40 feet N/A
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
BTV Tier 1 Allowable FAR 2.0
Max. Allowable FAR (87,651 sfx 1.75) 175,302 sf
Proposed Floor Area 174,685
Proposed FAR 2.0
Open Space
Min. Required per BAP (% of Site) 20 %
Proposed Open Space 20%
(28,976 sf)

Vehicle Parking
Existing Parking to be Relocated 50 spaces
Required Parking for Commercial 349 spaces

Total Parking Provided 399 spaces
(3 level subterranean garage)
NOTES:
BTV = Bergamot Transit Village
BAP = Bergamot Area Plan
a = Existing Building to Remain
a = If not developed for office space, up to 5,376 sf of ground floor space could alternatively be utilized for active

retail/restaurant.
ii) Impact Discussion

1) Air Quality

Would the alternative conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Alternative 4 would construct a similar amount of new building square footage as the project. Therefore,
construction of Alternative 4 would generate the same amount of air emissions as the project. Construction
of Alternative 4 would be subject to the same regulatory measures (e.g., SCAQMD rules) as those required
for the project. As with the project, Alternative 4 would not result in construction air quality emissions that
exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of significance. Furthermore, land uses proposed under Alternative 4
would be consistent with the BTV land use designation on the site and would not exceed the assumptions
utilized in preparing the AQMP. Therefore, Alternative 4 would not conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the AQMP. As Alternative 4 would generate the same amount of emissions as the project, impacts with
respect to regional plans and AQMP consistency would be the same.
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FLOOR AREA:

- 1STFLOOR: 33,142 SQ FT

- 2ND FLOOR: 33,142 SQ FT
"N - 3RD FLOOR: 33,142 SQ FT

N\ - 4TH FLOOR: 29,828 SQ FT

BUILDING A

4-STORY

RESIDENTIAL

(129,256 SQFT)

MAX ALLOWABLE HEIGHT: 60"

(PRIVATE,

PR -
““\_) OURTYARD

(OFFICE)

SUMMARY:
Tier 2 Mixed Use

Max Allowable Height: 60’

Floor Area / FAR Allowed: 2.0

Open Space:

Private Courtyard (Residential): 60’ x 165’
Courtyard: 58 x 90" (48% smaller than Proposed)

Source: Belzberg Architects, November 2020.
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Would the alternative result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Construction Impacts

Since new building square footage and amount of excavation is similar, construction of Alternative 4 would
generate similar air emissions as the project. Similar to the project, the peak daily emissions generated
during the construction of Alternative 4 would not exceed any of the regional emission thresholds
recommended by the SCAQMD. Construction of Alternative 4 would be subject to the same regulatory
measures (e.g., SCAQMD rules) as those required for the project. Therefore, construction air pollutant
emissions overall would be similar to those that would occur with the project and still less than significant.

Operation Impacts

As Alternative 4 proposes net new development of 129,256 sf, which is the same as the net new
development square footage of the Project, operational regional air quality emissions associated with area
sources (e.g., use of consumer products and maintenance equipment), and energy demand (use of natural
gas), under Alternative 4 would be similar to those already analyzed for the project and would not exceed
the regional thresholds of significance set by the SCAQMD. As Alternative 4 proposes an increase in
commercial uses over that proposed for the project, the mobile source emissions are anticipated to increase
slightly, as commercial uses have higher trip generation rates; however, as stated in the Fehr and Peers
traffic impact analysis, Alternative 4 does not exceed the City’s tier 1 screening criteria of 200 residential
dwelling units or less, and a VMT analysis was not required. Therefore, like the project, the mobile source
emissions (based on VMT) for Alternative 4 would also be less than significant.

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would not contribute a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions
of the pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment. These impacts would be similar to the project’s
less than significant impact.

‘ Would the alternative expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Localized Emissions

As Alternative 4 proposes the same size building as the project, the on-site construction emissions for
Alternative 4 would also be similar to those analyzed for the project, and Alternative 4 would not exceed
any of the identified localized thresholds of significance during construction or operation. Alternative 4 would
generate the same amount of TACS during construction that would affect residential or school uses due to
the greater amount of construction. Therefore, these impacts would be the same as the project’s less than
significant impact.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would generate operational vehicle trips that would
incrementally increase CO levels at intersections and roadways within one-quarter mile of sensitive
receptors. However, since Alternative 4 would result in a number of vehicle trips similar to that of the
proposed project and those vehicle trips are not enough to warrant a VMT analyses per the City’'s VMT
screening protocol, Alternative 4 would similarly not exceed the CAAQS standards and would not cause
localized CO concentrations. Impacts will be less than significant. TACs

Potential TAC generators are associated with specific types of facilities such as dry cleaners, gas stations,
warehouses, and chrome plating facilities, and are the focus of local control efforts. SCAQMD recommends
that operational health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of operational DPM (e.g.,
truck stops and warehouse distribution facilities that generate more than 100 trucks per day or more than
40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile
source diesel emissions. Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would not result in the use, storage, or
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processing of carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic TACs. Overall, impacts with respect to TACs would be
similar to those of the proposed project.

Would the alternative result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a substantial
number of people?

Similar to the project, construction for Alternative 4 include the use of architectural coatings and solvents,
which could generate other emissions such as odors. The use of such materials would be compliant with
all applicable SCAQMD Rules including those addressing odors. Therefore, construction activities or
materials would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a substantial number
of people.

Alternative 4 would construct creative and business professional office and residential uses; therefore,
similar to the project, long term operation of these uses under Alternative 4 would not result in other
emissions (such as those leading to odors). As such, impacts with respect to the other emissions (such as
those leading to odors) would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project.

2) Cultural Resources — Archaeological®

Would the alternative cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5??

Construction for Alternative 4 would require grading and excavation for a three-level subterranean garage.
This excavation would be similar to that required for the project’s three-level subterranean garage and there
is still a similar potential to uncover archaeological resources from site grading. Alternative 4 would be
required to implement the same mitigation measure related to the discovery of unknown archaeological
resources as the project. Therefore, impacts would be the same as under the project and less than
significant with mitigation.

3) Energy

Would the alternative result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation?

During construction of Alternative 4, energy would be consumed in the form of electricity, natural gas, and
transportation fuel. Construction activities for Alternative 4 would consume a similar amount of energy due
to similar development of new building square footage and excavation. Similar to the project, compliance
with anti-idling and emissions regulations would minimize or eliminate the wasteful and unnecessary
consumption of energy. Therefore, construction of Alternative 4 would not result in the wasteful, inefficient,
and unnecessary consumption of energy and would not increase the need for new energy infrastructure.

During operation, Alternative 4 would consume electricity for multiple purposes, including lighting and the
powering of electronics, equipment, and appliances. Natural gas would also be consumed for heating and
cooking. This consumption would be incrementally more due to the residential uses as compared to the
project. Alternative 4 would generate fewer employees due the smaller amount of commercial building
square footage. As both Alternative 4 and the project propose a development with a similar net square
footage, the increase in residential uses would likely offset this potential to reduce the use of transportation
fuels during operation as compared to the project’s less than significant demand. Furthermore, as
Alternative 4 does not meet the screening threshold for a VMT analysis and has less than significant VMT

5 Though not a Draft EIR section, the Initial Study identified mitigation for discovery of unknown archaeological resources. As
such, this alternative addresses similar impact and mitigation.
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impacts, transportation fuel use during operation is anticipated to be similar to the overall amount analyzed
for the project.

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would support sustainable mobility options by locating office and
commercial/retail and residential uses at an infill location in close proximity to existing off-site commercial,
residential, and retail destinations and nearby several public transit routes, including the 26%
Street/Bergamot Station for the Metro Line E Light Rail and a number of BBB lines. The site’s location near
transit in an urban area would result in reduced VMT and transportation energy efficiency, as compared to
a project of similar size and land uses at a location without close and walkable access to off-site destinations
and public transit stops.

Would the alternative conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would not conflict with energy efficiency or renewable energy plans as
the building would comply with existing energy standards including the City’s Energy Reach code and the
Green Building Ordinance. As with the project, Alternative 4 would incorporate features to reduce energy
consumption. Therefore, Alternative 4 impacts related to potential conflict with a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency would be similar to the project’s less than significant impact.

4) Geology and Soils®

Would the alternative directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Construction for Alternative 4 would require grading and excavation for a three-level subterranean garage.
This amount of excavation would be similar to that required for the project’s three-level subterranean
garage; therefore, there is a similar potential to uncover paleontological resources from site grading.
Alternative 4 would be required to implement the same mitigation measure as the project related to
discovery of paleontological resources. Therefore, impacts would be similar to those under the project and
less than significant with mitigation.

5) Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the alternative generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would require grading, excavation, and construction that would generate
GHG emissions. These emissions would be similar to the project as both would require excavation for a
three-level subterranean garage and similar new building square footage. Alternative 4 would create
operational GHG emissions associated with area sources, mobile sources (motor vehicles), energy, water,
and solid waste. These operational emissions would be similar to the project. Therefore, impacts from the
generation of GHG emissions under Alternative 4 would be similar to those of the project and less than
significant.

Would the alternative conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHG?

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would strive to attain LEED Platinum certification v4 for BD+C: New
Construction and Major Renovation designation for all buildings on the project site. As required by Santa
Monica code, all new buildings on the site would conform to the City’s Green Building Code, Energy Code,

6  Though not a Draft EIR section, the Initial Study identified mitigation for discovery of unknown paleontological resources. As
such, this alternative addresses similar impact and mitigation
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the City’s Water Neutrality Ordinance and Runoff Conservation and Sustainable Management Ordinance
requirements. The refurbishment of Building C would comply with the applicable State and City codes.
Some of the other key sustainability features would include photovoltaic panels on the roofs of the three
buildings, LED lighting; no use of cooling towers to minimize water usage; renewable energy health and
wellness initiatives (Fitwel certification); harvesting of storm-water, carbon neutral operations; 15 percent
embodied carbon reduction, electrical vehicle (EV) charging stations; all electric core and shell; low-water
drought tolerant landscape plant palette; and a smoke-free campus. The project site is designated as BVT
in the BAP. The BVT designation allows for the creation of a vibrant concentration of retail and services,
multi-family housing and creative employment and community gathering spaces, especially in proximity to
transit. Land uses proposed under Alternative 4 would be consistent with the BTV land use designation on
the site. However, the ratio of residential to commercial uses would not be consistent. Alternative 4 is
composed of approximately 74 percent residential uses. The BVT designation states that the ratio of
residential to commercial uses shall be 40/60. The permitted densities for the BVT were determined so as
to achieve a scale that is consistent with the community vision for a pedestrian-oriented district that provides
high quality open spaces, and that is oriented to and accessible by transit. Alternative 4 would be located
within walking distance (0.15 mile south) of the 26"/Bergamot Metro Line E Light Rail Station. In addition,
Alternative 3 would expand office and commercial employment uses in the City to maximize walking and
active transportation modes to get to work in the City. Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would be consistent
with the LUCE and BAP goals and policies addressing sustainability. Alternative 4would result in development
on the site with a FAR of 2.00, which is similar to the project FAR of 1.99. Therefore, Alternative 4 would
expand office and commercial employment and residential uses near transit and would therefore, meet the
LUCE goals and policies related to sustainability.

6) Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Would the alternative create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Similar to the project, construction activities associated with Alternative 4 would involve the refurbishing the
existing site building, earthmoving activities associated with excavation and grading for the subsurface
parking levels, and transporting and disposing construction debris/waste materials, as well as excavated
soil. Such activities have the potential to result in the release of hazardous materials into the environment
should these demolished site improvements and soil contain hazardous materials or if excavated soil
contain elevated concentrations of metals, including copper, lead, and zinc, that exceeds California
hazardous waste threshold limits. Additionally, construction activities also involve the use of potentially
hazardous materials, including vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids required for operation and
maintenance of equipment. Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would be required to implement the same
mitigation measure as the project including preparing and complying with a Soil Management Plan. Similar
to the project, operation of Alternative 4 would not include any uses that generated hazardous materials or
waste. Only routine cleaning supplies used in compliance with existing regulations would be used on site.
Therefore, impacts during construction and operation would be similar to those under the project and less
than significant with mitigation.

Would the alternative emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would be located within 0.25-mile of Bright Horizons Children’s Center,
Evergreen Community School, and Hill & Dale Discover Center Preschool. However, all potentially
hazardous materials for construction and operation would be used, stored, and disposed of in accordance
with manufacturers’ specifications and in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
Additionally, as discussed above, Alternative 4 would be required to implement the same mitigation
measure as the project during construction. Therefore, impacts during construction and operation to nearby
schools would be similar to those under the project and less than significant with mitigation.
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Would the alternative be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

Alternative 4 would be located on the same site as the project. Alternative 4 would not exacerbate any
current environmental conditions so as to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. As
such, impacts related to the project site’s inclusion on lists of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to California Government Code Section 65962.5 would be similar to those of the project and less than
significant.

7) Land Use/Planning

Would the alternative cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would be consistent with SCAG’s RTP/SCS by implementing goals and
policies of SCAG’s RTP/SCS related to encouraging development in transit rich areas. Alternative 4 would
be consistent with policies in the LUCE and BAP related to encouraging development in transit rich areas,
creating active and content sensitive spaces, and reducing vehicle trips. Alternative 4 would also serve to
reinforce many of the goals and objectives of the LUCE, which include encouraging a lively, active
Bergamot Transit Village district with well-designed development, pedestrian-oriented designed ground
floors, and appropriately scaled buildings.

Alternative 4 would result in development on the site with a FAR of 2.00, which is similar to the project FAR
of 1.99. This FAR would expand office and commercial employment and also provide residential uses near
transit in a similar manner as than the project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would meet the LUCE goals and
policies related to transit-oriented development in the BVT to a similar extent as the project. Impacts would
similarly be less than significant.

8) Noise

Would the alternative result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Construction

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would refurbish the existing office building and demolish the surface
parking lot for the construction of a new approximately 130,000 sf residential building. Alternative 4 would
create construction noise associated with the use of heavy equipment for demolition, excavation, grading,
and building construction that would generate noise. Noise would also be generated from haul trucks, the
operation of smaller power tools, generators, and other equipment. Construction noise for Alternative 4
would be the same loudness at all receptor locations as the project. Alternative 4 proposes a similar amount
of building square footage; therefore, the duration of time sensitive receptors would be exposed to
temporary construction noise would be the same as under the project. Therefore, overall construction noise
would be similar to those under the project but still less than significant.

Operation

Alternative 4 proposes office and residential uses. Alternative 4 would result in fewer employees on the site
as compared to the project. However, the inclusion of residential uses would result in more trips traveling
to and from the site. Therefore, the residential uses could result in an increase in ambient noise levels from
traffic over the project.

Similar to the project, on-site noise sources associated with the operations would consist primarily of
HVAC/mechanical systems and parking structure-related noise. However, the inclusion of residential uses
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would result in people on the site 24-hours/day which would incrementally increase noise levels on the site.
Like the project, parking would be located in a subterranean garage. Therefore, impacts to ambient noise
from operations would be similar to the project and less than significant. Overall, ambient noise from
Alternative 4 would be incrementally greater than the project due to the increase in traffic and the presence
of people on the site 24-hours/day.

Would the alternative result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

Similar to the project, construction of Alternative 4 would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition,
excavation, and building construction. These activities would generate temporary increases of ground-
borne vibration. Alternative 4 would require the same amount of excavation as the project for the three-
level subterranean garage. Alternative 4 would require the same amount of construction as the overall new
building square footage is similar. Daily construction vibration levels for Alternative 4 would be similar to
the project since the quantity and type of equipment used on a daily basis would be the similar. Therefore,
ground-borne vibration levels for Alternative 4 would be less than significant, and similar to the project.

9) Transportation

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs addressing the circulation system,
including transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would be consistent with the LUCE goals and policies addressing
transportation and circulation. Alternative 4 would locate new office and commercial uses as well as residential
uses within walking distance (0.15 mile south) of the 26"/Bergamot Metro Line E Light Rail Station, creating
access to various mobility options in the City. Alternative 4 would also implement sidewalk improvements
connecting to ground-level open space (courtyard), which would also be consistent with the LUCE and BAP
policies to create a pedestrian friendly environment and new pedestrian/bicycle connections. Similar to the
project, Alternative 4 would provide bicycle amenities, including the required number of bicycle parking
spaces, showers, and lockers, and implement a TDM plan that encourage sustainable mobility options and
reduce Citywide VMT per capita. Based on the above, impacts related to circulation policies, plans, and
programs would be less than significant and would be similar to the project.

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Alternative 4 would construct a 4-story residential building with 107 new residential units. Based on a review
of Alternative 4 against the City’s VMT screening criteria, Alternative 4 would have a less than significant
impact on VMT:

e Alternative 4’s number of residential units does not exceed the City’s Tier 1 screening criteria of
200 residential dwelling units or less.

Therefore, Alternative 4 would have a less than significant VMT impact and further VMT analysis is not
required.

10) Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the alternative cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1.
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In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?

Alternative 4 would be located on the same site as the project, a former clay pit. There are no known tribal
cultural resources on the site. The potential to discover unknown tribal cultural resources is similar under
the project and there would be no impact.

iii) Relationship to Project Objectives

Alternative 4 includes development of residential unit which is not an identified project objective. Therefore,
this alternative would not meet the underlying purpose of the project, which is to develop an office/creative
project in the heart of the Bergamot Area Plan. However, Alternative 4 would meet the following project
objectives:

Alternative 4 would develop a portion of an underutilized site with a well-designed and financially
feasible commercial project. Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would promote the City’s economic
well-being, increase the local tax base, and foster the continued evolution of an active, pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use district. However, the residential uses on the site would not be consistent with
the character and operational characteristics of surrounding commercial uses to the same extent
as the project.

Similar to the project, Alternative 4 would ensure a financially feasible project that promotes the
City’s economic well-being, increases the local tax base, and fosters the continued evolution of an
active, pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use district.

Although Alternative 4 would strategically concentrate new commercial development and facilitate
employment centers at a location that capitalizes on existing and future infrastructure and services,
including being close to the 26" Street/Bergamot Metro E Light Rail Station, it would do so to a
lesser extent due to the reduction in office development.

Although Alternative 4 would support the growth and expansion of creative arts, entertainment and
related uses in the City of Santa Monica that enhance the economic vitality of the Bergamot Plan
area, it would do so to a lesser extent since there Alternative 4 would development residential uses
with less office square footage and less employment.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would activate the 26™ Street and Pennsylvania
Avenue street frontages through the construction of streetscape improvements and a perimeter
and interior landscaping program that enhances the visual appearance and urban character of the
Bergamot Plan area.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4would facilitate safe and convenient pedestrian and
bike travel and access to and from the 26" Street/Bergamot Metro E Light Rail Station.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would support the City’s sustainability goals through
the refurbishment of an existing office building to reduce consumption of raw materials, material
production and the resulting carbon impact . Additionally, Alternative 4 would utilize sustainable
building and site design features and construction practices, including mass timber construction
and all-electric design for building core and shell, to provide a high-performance and
environmentally efficient commercial project that would seek a Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED)® certification of Platinum.

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 4 would provide community and project benefits
consistent with the City’s Land Use and Circulation Element, including open space opportunities
for employees and visitors, transportation demand management, high-quality architectural design,
sustainability, payment of a transportation infrastructure fee and enhanced pedestrian environment.
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iv) Reduction of Significant Project Impacts

A comparison of the impact of each of the alternatives to the project is summarized in Table VI-6 (Summary
of Alternatives’ Impacts). All project impacts are less than significant with mitigation and the project would
not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternative 4 would result in similar less than
significant impacts with mitigation and would not reduce any impacts.

However, Alternative 4 would result in development on the site with a FAR of 2.00, which is similar to the
project FAR of 1.99. This FAR would expand office and commercial employment and residential uses near
transit similar to the project. Therefore, Alternative 4 would meet the LUCE goals and policies related to
transit-oriented development in the BVT, including expanding employment and residential uses in the City
that would help to reduce VMT.

5. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives to a proposed
project shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives evaluated in an EIR
and that if the “no project” alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR shall identify
another environmentally superior alternative among the remaining alternatives. In general, the
environmentally superior alternative as defined by CEQA should minimize adverse impacts to the project
site and its surrounding environment. Of the alternatives considered, the "No Project/No Project Alternative”
does not create any new impacts; therefore, it is environmentally superior to the project, which proposes to
change existing conditions. However, the No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project
objectives and would not provide any of the community benefits that would be offered by the proposed
project.

As previously stated, CEQA requires the identification of another environmentally superior alternative when
the No Project Alternative is identified to be environmentally superior to the proposed project. Alternative
2, Tier 1 Development would be environmentally superior to the proposed project. As shown in Table VI-6,
this alternative would reduce impacts as compared to the proposed project with respect to overall air quality
and greenhouse gas emissions. This alternative, however, would not be as consistent with sustainability,
land use, and transportation plans as the project as it would not create as much employment opportunities
in a transit-rich area. Therefore, Alternative 2 would not meet the project objectives to the same extent as
the project ,nor would it support the City’s sustainability goals to the extent that would occur under the
proposed project.
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Table VI-6
Summary of Alternative Impacts
Alternative 4:
Alternative 1: Alternative 2: Alternative 3: Mixed-Use
Proposed No Project/No Tier 1 Tier 3 Office &
Impact Area Project Impact Build Development Development Residential

Air Quality

Air Quality Plan Conflict LTS Less Less Greater Similar

Criteria Pollutants LTS Less Less Greater Similar

Sensitive Receptors LTS Less Less Greater/Similar Similar

Odors LTS Similar Similar Similar Similar
Cultural Resources

Archaeological Resources LTSW/M Less Similar Similar Similar
Energy

Wasteful Consumption LTS Similar Less Similar Similar

Sustainability Plan Conflict LTS Greater Similar Similar Similar
Geology and Soils

Paleontology LTSW/M Less Similar Similar Similar
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Emissions LTS Less Less Greater Similar

Plans and Policies LTS Greater Similar Similar Similar
Hazards &Hazardous Materials

Construction LTSW/M Less Similar Similar Similar

Schools LTS Similar Similar Similar Similar

Hazardous Site LTS Similar Similar Similar Similar
Land Use/Planning

Plan Conflict LTS Greater Greater Similar Greater
Noise

Construction/Traffic Noise LTS Less Less Greater Similar/Greater

Operation LTS Less Less Greater Greater

Construction/Operation Vibration LTS Less Less Greater Similar
Transportation

Plans and Policies LTS Greater Similar Similar Similar

VMT LTS Similar Similar Similar Similar
Tribal Cultural Resources

Adverse Change to TCR LTS Similar Similar Similar Similar
LTS: Less Than Significant; SU: Significant and Unavoidable: Less: Impacts of the alternative are lower as compared to the proposed project;
Similar: Impacts of the alternative are the same or similar as compared to the proposed project.
Greater: Impacts of the alternative are greater as compared to the proposed project.!
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VII. EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

1. INTRODUCTION

This section addresses potential environmental resources for which the project would not result in
significant impacts related to the environmental topics listed below. California Public Resources Code
Section 21003(f) states:

“...it is the policy of the State that...all persons and public agencies involved in the
environmental review process be responsible for carrying out the process in the most
efficient, expeditious manner in order to conserve the available financial, governmental,
physical, and social resources with the objective that those resources may be better
applied toward the mitigation of actual significant effects on the environment.”

The lead agency, the City of Santa Monica, has determined that the project would not result in potentially
significant impacts related to the environmental topics listed below. Pursuant to Section 15128 of the State
CEQA Guidelines:

“An EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible
significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not
discussed in detail in the EIR.”

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, provides thresholds for significance that are used by the City of
Santa Monica in the Initial Study prepared for the project. In addition, the City of Santa Monica has
provided thresholds of significance for two additional issue areas, Construction Effects and
Neighborhood Effects that are addressed in the Initial Study and EIR. The Initial Study prepared by
the City of Santa Monica is provided in Appendix A to this EIR.

2. EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

It has been determined that there is no substantial evidence that the project could cause significant
environmental effects in the following areas:

Aesthetics/Shadows — All subtopics

Agricultural and Forestry Resources — All subtopics

Biological Resources — All subtopics

Cultural Resources — All subtopics

Geology and Soils — All subtopics

Hazards and Hazardous Materials — Transport/Use of Hazardous Materials, Airport Land Use
Plan Area, Private Airstrip, Emergency Response Plan, Wildland Fires

Hydrology and Water Quality — All subtopics

Land Use and Planning — Physically Divide an Established Community

Mineral Resources — All subtopics

Noise — Airport Land Use Plan Area / Vicinity of Private Airstrip

Population and Housing — All subtopics

Public Services — All subtopics

Recreation — All subtopics

Transportation/Traffic —Increase Hazards due to Design Features, Inadequate Emergency
Access

Utilities and Service Systems — All subtopics

e Wildfire — All subtopics

Refer to the Initial Study found in Appendix A to the EIR for the detailed analysis of these issue areas.
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VIIl. PREPARERS OF THE EIR

A. Lead Agency

City of Santa Monica

Planning & Community Development Department

1685 Main Street
Santa Monica, CA 90401

Rachel Kwok, Environmental Planner
Michael Rocque, Associate Planner

B. EIR Preparation

EcoTierra Consulting
5776-D Lindero Canyon Road, #414
Westlake Village, CA 91362

Curtis Zacuto, Principal

Katrina Hardt-Holoch, Project Manager
Jennifer Johnson, Project Manager
Marisa Wyse, Environmental Planner

C. Technical Reports

Architectural Plans:

Belzberg Architects (ba)
2321 Main Street
Santa Monica, CA 90405

RELM
617 S. Olive Street, Suite 1110
Los Angeles, CA 90014

Cultural Resources:

South Central Coastal Information Center
California State University, Fullerton, Department of Anthropology

800 North State College Boulevard
Fullerton, CA 92834-6846

Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County

900 Exposition Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90007

Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation:

Geotechnologies, Inc.
439 Western Avenue
Glendale, CA 91201
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Hydrology Study, Sewer and Water:
Tait
701 N. Parkcenter Drive
Santa Ana, CA 92705

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment

Supplemental Subsurface Investigation Report:

Ardent, Environmental Group, Inc.
1827 Capital Street, Suite 103
Corona, CA 92880

Transportation Analysis:

Fehr & Peers
201 Santa Monica Boulevard, Suite 500
Santa Monica, CA 90401
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IX. ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AAM

AB
ACMs
ADA
ADT
AEP
APN
AQMP
ARB
ASF
ASHRAE
ASTs
AVR
BAP
Basin
BAU
BBB
BMPs
BPD
BRT
BSCD
BTV
CAA
CAAP
CAC
CAFE
CAAQS
CalEEMod
CalEMA
CalEPA
Caltrans
CalOSHA
CARB
CalRecycle
CAPCOA
CcC
CCAA
CCE
CCR
CCs
CEC
CERCLA
CEQA

annual arithmetic mean

Assembly Bill

asbestos-containing materials

Americans with Disabilities Act

average daily traffic

Association of Environmental Professionals
Assessor Parcel Number

Air Quality Management Plan

Air Resources Board

Age Sensitivity Factors

American Society of Heating and Air-Conditioning Engineers
above-ground storage tanks

Average Vehicle Ridership

Bergamot Area Plan

South Coast Air Basin

Business as Usual

Big Blue Bus

best management practices

Beach Parking District

bus rapid transit

Bayside Commercial District

Bergamot Transit Village

Federal Clean Air Act

Climate Action & Adaptation Plan
Conservation: Art Center District

corporate average fuel economy

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Emissions Estimator Model
California Emergency Management Agency
California Environmental Protection Agency
California Department of Transportation
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
California Air Resources Board

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
Civic Center

California Clean Air Act

Community Choice Energy

California Code of Regulations
Conservation: Creative Sector District
California Energy Commission

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

California Environmental Quality Act
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cf cubic feet

CFCs chloroflourocarbons

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CH4 methane

CHP California Highway Patrol

CiwmMB California Integrated Waste Management Board

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CNG compressed natural gas

6]0) carbon monoxide

CO2 carbon dioxide

COR Corrective Action Facilities List

COVID-19  Coronavirus

CPA Clean Power Alliance

CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency

cy cubic yards

dB decibel

dBA A-weighted decibel scale

DFG Department of Fish and Game

DOT Department of Transportation

DPM diesel particulate matter

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control

EC Engineering Controls

EIR Environmental Impact Report

EISA Energy Independence and Security Act

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System

EV electrical vehicle

EVAP Electrical Vehicle Action Plan

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FAR floor area ratio

FED Functional Equivalent Document

FHWA Federal highway Administration

GHG greenhouse gas

g/mi grams per mile

Gt gigatons

GWh gigawatt-hours

GWP global warming potential

HFCs hydrofluorocarbons

HI hazard index

HMBP Hazardous Materials Business Plan

HMMA Hazardous Materials Management Act

HMMP Hazardous Materials Management Plans

HMMRP Hazardous Materials Reporting and Response Planning

HQTA High Quality Transit Areas

HSWA Hazardous and Solid Waste Act

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
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HWCL Hazardous Waste Control Law
IC Federal Brownfields and Institutional Controls
in/sec inches per second
kWh kilowatt-hours
LACFD Los Angeles County Fire Department
LAX Los Angeles International Airport
LBP lead-based paint
LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standard
Leq equivalent energy noise level
Lmax maximum instantaneous noise level
Lmin minimum instantaneous noise level
LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
LHMP Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
LMSD Light Manufacturing and Studio District
LNG liquid natural gas
LOS Level of Service
LPI leading pedestrian interval
LSTs localized significance thresholds
LUCE Land Use and Circulation Element
LUST State/Tribal Underground Storage Tank List
MATES IV~ Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IV
Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
MICR maximum individual cancer risk
MMcf million cubic feet
MMT million metric tons
MMTCO2E  million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents
mpg miles per gallon
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organizations
MSW Municipal solid waste
MTCO2e metric tons of CO2 equivalent
MUC Mixed-Use Creative
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
NF3 nitrogen triflouride
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
NO nitric oxide
N20 nitrous oxide
NO2 nitrogen dioxide
NOA Notice of Availability
NOC Notice of Completion
NOD Notice of Determination
NOP Notice of Preparation
NOx nitrogen oxides
NPL National Priorities List
Os ozone
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OEHHA
OEM
OES
OP-Duplex
oP2
OP3
OP4
OSHA
OVA
Pb
PCBs
pCi/L
PCH
PFCs
PM
PM1o
PM:2s
ppm
ppv
PV
R2B
R3R
RCP
RCRA
REMEL
RHNA
RNCM
RNG
ROGs
RPS
RTP
RWQCB
SARA
SB
SCAG
SCAQMD
SCE
SCP
SCS
sf

SFs
SHMP
SIP
SLF
SLR

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Office of Emergency Management

Office of Emergency Services

OP Duplex Ocean Park Duplex Residential District
Ocean Park Low Multiple Residential District
Ocean Park Medium Multiple Residential District
Ocean Park High Multiple Residential District
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
organic vapor analyzer

lead

polychlorinated biphenyls

picoCuries per liter

Pacific Coast Highway

perfluorocarbons

particulate matter

respirable particulate matter

fine particulate matter

parts per million

peak particle velocity

photovoltaic

Low Density Multiple Residential Beach District
Medium Density Multiple Family Coastal Residential District
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Reference Energy Mean Emission Level
Regional Housing Needs Assessment

Roadway Construction Noise Model

renewable natural gas

reactive organic gases

Renewables Portfolio Standard

Regional Transportation plan

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act
Senate Bill

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Southern California Edison

Santa Monica Sustainable City Plan
Sustainable Community Strategies

square feet

sulfur hexafluoride

State of California Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan
State Implementation Plan

Sacred Lands File

sea level rise
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SMC Santa Monica College
SMFD Santa Monica Fire Department
SMMC Santa Monica Municipal Code
SoCalGas  Southern California Gas Company
SOz sulfur dioxide
SOx sulfur oxides
SRA source receptor areas
SSi Supplemental Subsurface Investigation Report
SWLF Solid Waste Landfill Sites
TACs toxic air contaminants
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TIA Transportation Impact Assessment
TMO Transportation Management Organizations
TNC Transportation Network Companies
TOD Transit-oriented development
TPA Transit Priority Area
TPH petroleum hydrocarbons
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act
TSD Generators List, Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities List
UCLA University of California, Los Angeles
UFMP Urban Forest Master Plan
pMg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
USTs underground storage tanks
VCP State Voluntary Cleanup Program
VcB vibration decibels
VMT vehicle miles traveled
VOC volatile organic compound
WMP waste management plan
ZEVs zero-emission vehicles
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